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Introduction 

o In recent years teacher education programs throughout the country 
have put increased emphasis upon field experiences prior to student 
teaching for pre-service teachers. Whether this programmatic re- 
direction has come from state guidelines on internal attempts at program 
renewal, it seems clear that field experiences will remain a vital part 
of teacher preparation in the near future. However, up to this point 
the usefulness of such efforts is largely an article of faith. In fact, 
research on student teaching, which might be summoned in an effort to 
provide justification for field experiences, often yields results that 
indicate such experiences serve to negate university instruction 
(Zeichner, 1980). It thus seems clear that research is needed into 
the outcomes of such experiences. 

In responding to this need an evailuative and formative examination 
of one such teacher education program was undertaken. Initially, the 
research program designed was to focus upon the effects of such ex- 
periences upon the teacher candidate. However, early in the investi- 
gators' work another fruitful avenue of inquiry arose - that of the 
effects such field placements were having upon the site of placement, 
the public schools. Thus, attempts were made to investigate the success 
or failure of early field experiences through the eyes of both teacher 
candidates and inservice teachers. 

The program under consideration is the Ohio University secondary 
education curriculum. In this program, according to new (1980) Ohio 
State guidelines, teacher candidates are required to obtain 600 hours 
of clinical and field experiences. Of these hours, 300 are obtained 
in the student teaching experience itself with the remainder gained 
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in field experiences throughout- the program. Courses such experiences 
are linked with include an introduction to teaching and teaching tasks, 
adolescent growth and development, the teaching of reading in the content 
area, and the advanced methods courses. Of interest to the researchers' 
were the effects of field experiences located in the introductory and 
adoi^nt growth and development courses. The rationale for focusing 
on these courses relates to the fact that they appear first in the 
secondary education sequence. Thus, potential problems and promises 
are the greatest as these education neophytes venture into schools for 
'the first time as a teacher rather than a student. 

Three major questions were to provide the focus for examining the 
perspectives of ^eachers and teacher candidates with regards to field 
experiences. First, what did the cooperating teachers (CT) see as 
being problemmatic about servicing students in field experiences. 
Second, how much help did these same individuals feel thoy received from 
the field experience students (FES)? Third", how useful did the FES 
find the experience as they attempted to decide about and prepare for 
a career in teaching? To begin to answer these questions, survey instru- 
ments were administered to CT involved in the initial field experience 
and a representative sample of FES in the program. Responses were com- 
piled andfollow-up intereviews used to collaborate suspected findings. 

The results of this study follow and while limited to one program, 
do present some interesting and instructive insights into field experiences 
for teacher "candidates. By examining these diverse perspectives of the 
teacher in the field and the hopeful teacher in the university the 
potentialities as well as the problems of field experiences begin to 
emerge. 
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1. What do cooperating teachers perceive as problems while working 
with field experience students? 

Lasley and Applega*e (1981) conducted a survey for the State of Ohio 
Department of Education. The results of this survey are viewed as being 
an indication of how the state's population of cooperating teachers would 
respond to this question. The research design was modeled after earlier 
methods reported by Cruickshank, Kennedy, and Myers (1974), Cruickshank 
(1975), and Applegate (1978). The survey instrument items emerged from 
a collection of problem incidents of cooperating teachers — 76 problem 
accounts recorded by a sample of 25 cooperating teachers working from ten 
of Ohio's teacher training institutions (Lasley and Applegate, 1981). The 
results from a second sample (N=172) drawn from another yroup of Ohio 
colleges and universities provided the rankings of 13 most prevalent 
problems as shown in Table 1. 

A sample of 26 secondary school cooperating teachers from the Ohio 
University area was asked to indicate agreement or disagreement to the 
problem statements reported by Lasley and Applegate (1981). Rankings 
were compared with the state-wide sample and are provided in Table 1. 

The State of Ohio survey revealed cooperating teachers believed the 
most pressing problems were concerned with knowing university expectations, 
FES attendance and tardiness, and lack of FES teaching skills. The Ohio 
University sample indicated the most pressing problem as being the CT's 
lack of time to spend with the FES. Lack of audio-visual and teaching 
skills and low FES interest in getting to know other classroom teachers 
also were highly ranked. 

In addition to rankings, tests of significance were undertaken to 
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compare the magnitude of the problem statement means reported for each 
sample. Sample sizes varied considerably (N=172, 26) and homogeneity of 
variance was not assumed. Estimations of the standard error of difference 
and adjustments to the degrees of freedom to test hypotheses of equal 
problem statement means were based on procedures developed by Cochran and 
Cox as reported in Hinkle, Wiersma, and Ours (1979). Test statistics are 

repor'.ed in Table 2. 

Significant differences between the sample means were found, for 9 of 
13 problem statements. The Ohio University sample means were substantially 
les^than their state counterparts on problems dealing with university goals 
and objectives, FES attendance, general teaching skills, classroom readiness, 
supervision, pro .essional behavior, and university assistance. Substantial 
differences were not noted with problem statements dealing with the operation 
of audio-visual equipment, CT time for the FES, interest in other teachers, 
and FES preparation prior to entering the classroom. 

Further tests of significance were undertaken to determine if the ratings 
reported for the problems were truly indicative of problems existing as de- 
scribed. In accordance with procedures reported by Lasely and Applegate 
(1981), cooperating teachers were asked to respond to each problem statement 
by indicating their levels of agreement or disagreement. Each statement was 
rated on a five choice Li kert scale with "Strongly Agree" being a numerically 
" high rating (5) and "Strongly Disagree" a low (1) rating. "Undecided" re- 

sponses v^ere rated as 3. 

Mean ratings for all problem statements were less than 3,000 for the 
cooperating teachers represented by the Ohio University sample. It was 
hypothesized that if the significance of these means were found to be 
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statistically less than 3.000 ("Undecided") then it would appear tenable 
to interpret these findings as an indication that these problems did not 
exist as perceived and reported by the cooperating teachers. Agreement 
that the problems existed would result in means being found significantly 
greater than 3.000. Hence, students t-tests were computed to determine 
the efficacy of our hypothesis. Means and test statistics are listed in 
Table 3. All problem statement means were significantly less than the 
null -hypothesis, except statement 7. The cooperating teachers were 
"undecided" about the adequacy of the amount of time available to spend 
with their field experience students. 

We were interested in how our secondary education field experience 
students perceiv..d these same "problems." Sixty-seven. (67) FES were 
asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement, like the CT's. The 
FES were sophomore and junior students and ratings were obtained at the 
end of their first education course and field experience. Rankings and 
means are compared with those of the CT's and are listed in Table 4. 
Students t-tests of significance with separate variance estimates were 
computed by a standard SPSS program (Table 4), 

The FES reported lack of university assistance, inability to operate 
audio-visual equipment, and the university's lack of knowledge of what 
they (FES) had done or ought to do as the highest ranked "problems." 
Statistical comparisons of the means revealed five significant differences 
between the CT and FES means. In each case the CT sample means were greater 
than the FES means: not enough time for the CT to sit down with the FES) 
the FES could not operate audio-visual equipment; the FES had little 
interest in meeting other teachers; the FES had difficulty conducting 
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lessons; and the FES was unable to deal with unexpected classroom situations 
All told, the FES means were substantially less than "undecided" (3.000), 
thus indicating no reaV perceptions of field experience problems. 

Despite an apparent lack of problems overall, some may assume the 
sending of "raw" recruits to observe and assist veteran teachers may 
place extra burdens on inservice teachers with the FES and universities 
benefitting at the expense of teachers. Can the presence of FES in the 
classroom benefit teachers? In what form may these benfits occur? 

2. How .Tiuch help can field experience students provide? 
Justifiably, a great deal of attention is given to problems FES may^ 
cause in the classroom. While some teachers see assisting wit h teac h er/ 



instruction as part of their proiessional duties, many others have a 
genuine concern over minimizing outside disruptions in their classroom. 
This preoccupation has, however, led many investigators to overlook ways 
in which FES may be beneficial to the public school teacher. Given 
diminishing resources for many school districts it is indeed appropriate, 
if not vital, to examine the potential positive aspects of FES inter- 
vention in the classroom. 

Given these concerns CT were requested to respond to a series of 
questions on the assistance they received from their FES. In addition, 
a sample of the participating teachers were interviewed. Thus, reports 
were gathered on sixty-three (63) FES placed in two school districts. 
In the reports teachers were asked to respond to a Likert scala rating 
instrument (choices being Strongly Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree,- 
Strongly Disagree) to the following nine items: (1) my FES provided 
assistance With paperwork; (2) my FES was able to help tutor students; 
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(3) my FES helped motivate students; (4) my FES made small groups possible; 
(5) my FES made individualization possible; (6) having a FES allowed me 
more time for individual pupil needs; (7) my FES was more bother than 
he/she was worth; (8) my FES had a positive influence on the classroom; 
and (9) my FES had a positive influence on my teaching. 

In order to interpret the survey results the questions were divided 
into four different, yet related, areas. The first of these was class- 
room mechanics, taken from the- response to question number one. In this 
case we found that over 95% of the teachers either Agreed to Strongly 
Agreed that the university field experience students were able to provide 
assistance with their paperwork (grading, attendance, etc.) demands. 
(Refer to Table 5 for complete statistical analysis). Comments made by 
teachers when asked about this assistance mentioned materials FES rade, 
time put in grading assignments, and time the CT saved for instructional 
tasks by being relieved of various management duties. 

The second area the questions addressed was classroom methodology. 
In particular, was the teacher better able to use a, variety of approaches 
and more able to meet the needs of particular students when the FES was 
available? With the teacher released from some paperwork by havipit 
a>/ailable another trained adult in the classroom a greater variety of 
methods, especially those which stressed individualization and small 
groups, were used. Teachers overwhelmingly Agreed or Strongly Agreed 
" that with the additional help they vierh able to use small grouns more 
often^%), use more individualization (89%), have more students tutored 
(87%), and spend more time with students with special needs (85%). Several 
teacher comments are useful in understanding how helpful the university 
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students were: 

"(Student A) was enthusiastic and very helpful when he tutored 
a 5th' grade boy in math. His explanations were clear and he 
was sensitive to the child— gave lots of praise. 

"... made it possible for me to take small groups to the library." 

"With two of us in the classroom, we were able to meet the 
instructional needs of more of the children." 

"When (Student B) led class I sat with the class and worked 
with the slower students." 

The third area observed was the ability of the FES to influence pupil 
learning by increasing motivation (question 3). The teachers were not as 
positive on this item as on others. Still 79% of them claimed that there 
was some increase in pupil motivation due to the FES's action. As pointed 
out by several teachers, motivation was limited due to the fact that the 
FES were not in the school all the time. However, several teachers com- 
mented that the FES was able to reach a particular pupil in their class. 
Finally, teachers were queried as to the general effect the FES had 

upon their classes (questions 8 and 9). • Again, the results were over- 
whelmingly positive'with over 88% Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing that the 

FES positively influenced the teacher's actual teaching and 90% making 

the same claim for the effect upon the classroom in general. Comments 

such as the following were typical: 

"By (Student C) being foreign she gave a broader insight into 
education to my students. They were interested in her country. 

"I really enjoyed working with (Student D). She was willing 
and volunteered to do extra things such as making instructional 
games at home. She was eager to get into teaching and asked 
for opportunities to take over the instruction of a group. 
She was also eager to learn from her experience and incor- 
porated principles learned from one teaching experience into 
the next one." 
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"I felt very good about my teaching performance— (Student E's) 
presence motivated me as a teacher." 

"(Student F) is seriously dedicated to becoming a good teacher 
and her attitude and questions kept me on my toes to be a good 
model . " 

While teacher reports demonstrate that FES had an overwhelmingly 
positive effect on the school setting, three potential problem areas 
had to be continually monitored by both university and public school 
faculty in order to insure such results. The first of these was the 
occasional FES who felt he/she was merely in the school to observe and 
not to participate. In these cases both the FES and the teacher were 
frustrated as neither gained what they wanted from the experience. 

Annfhpr <;niirrp nf frustration, for university facult y iiumrticuJ^ 

was the difficulty of placing FES because some teachers felt they had 
little to gain and nothing to offer the FES. Given that these teachers 
were p.aid a very minimal amount for their participation, at times it 
was difficult to gain access' to some classrooms. Finally, the public 
school teachers expressed concern (developed during previous interactions 
with university placements) that the involvement of the university faculty 
with the field setting would be limited (in terms of observations, visits, 
and the like) . 

These difficulties were seemingly overcome through a close partner- 
ship between the faculties of the university and the rural schools. Fre- 
quent in-service meetings were held with groups of teachers and individual 
teachers to inform them of the FES's capabilities and to check on progress. 
School administrators were enlisted to help explain to teachers the potential 
benefits of the field experience students. Additionally, university faculty 
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made weekly visits to all field sites to monitor progress continually, 
suggest new ways to utilize the FES and to discuss both problems and 
successes with the school faculty. These strategies seemed to have 
paid off in that when the teachers were asked if the field experience 
students were more bother than they were worth (Item 7) not a single 
teacher responded in the affirmative and more than 95% of them either 
Strongly Disagreed or Disagreed with that conclusion. 

3. How much value did the FES place on early field experiences? 
Given the acknowledged usefulness of FES in teacher classrooms, it 
seemed worthwhile to determine if the FES reciprocated with perceptions 
of value to their preparation as teachers. Lasley and Applegate (1981) 
identified six factors which serve to describe areas of concern cooperating 
teachers express for field experience students. The cooperating teachers 
believe these areas represent key components of the field experience and 
FES professional preparation. Factor descriptions were used as a basis 
for developing 23 statements to which 67 secondary school FES were asked 
to respond by (1) rating the value of the statements' concepts to their 
teacher preparation and (2) reporting a self-assessment of their attain- 
ment of the criteria specified by the statements. Perceptions of value 
were selected from a 5 item Likert scale which ranged from 1 (not important) 
to 5 (very important). Self-assessments Were similarly reported on a 
scale which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
Each statement was clustered around one of six factors which are named 
and described as follows: 

Factor 1 . Preparation for field experience . The FES were asked to 
self-assess and indicate the value of their preparation for field assign- 
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merits, knowledge of pupil learning patterns and behaviors, skills in 
lesson preparation, and curiosity about the process of becoming a 
teacher. 

Factor 2 . Understanding the partnership of teacTiing asked FES to 
self -assess and rate the value of the importance of partnership arrange- 
ments in educating teachers, e.g., colleges, FES, teacher, and school 
personnel involvement. 

Factor 3 . Professionalism asked the FES to rate the professional 
responsibilities and cognizance of school norms, including being flexible 
and prepared to help the classroom teacher with pctivities. 

Factor 4 . FES attitudes and skills caused the FES to focus on the 
importance of positive relations with pupils, eagerness to assume class- 
room responsibilities, and skills in completing assigned tasks. 

Factor 5 . Enthusiasm for teaching asked the FES to rate their 
initiative, enjoyment, and enthusiasm when working with rural teachers 
and pupils. 

Factor 6 . Lesson planning and organization asked the FES to indicate 
their ability to teach, plan for instruction, organize materials, ask 
appropriate questions, and carry out classroom activities. 

Factor means were examined to compare the FES perceptions of value and 
self-assessments which resulted from their field experience training. 
Value of the training, as measured by the FES "value" responses (means) 
to survey statements, was undeniably high (Table 6). The FES placed a 
higher value on affective components of the field experience (factors 
3,4,5,2) and less value on the subject-centered and preparatory aspects 
of the experience (factors 1 and 6). 
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As shown by the self-assessment means reported in Table 7, the FES 
indicated a rather high level of perceived attainment of the attitudes, 
skills and understanding desired by cooperating teachers. For each 
factor the self-assessment means were lower than the value placed upon 
them. In general, lower self-assessment factor means were interpreted 
•as being indicative of FES realization that this was their first training 
experience and additional training and experiences were needed. 

The "value" means reported for each factor may be viewed as an ex- 
pression of the level of attainment desired by the FES. Analysis of 
variance was used to test for the differences between FES self-assess- 
ment and desired attainment (value) of the factors. Only self-assessment 
factors 1 and 6 were found to be significantly less (Table 7) than their 
factor value counterparts. Factor 6, lesson planning and organization, 
was not stressed highly during the campus instruction since the intent 
was for the FES primarily to observe and assist experienced teachers. 
Emphasis was given to this factor during another course attended during 
a later quarter, still the FES seemed to indicate more planning and cla|^- 
room organization skill development would have iflriproved their field ex- 
periences. Factor 1, preparation for the field experience, seems to in- 
dicate that more advance preparation should be provided before the experience 
to enable better FES participation in the field setting. Some .FES remarked 
about not understanding the pupils well enough to assist their 'teachers' 
meaningfully, while others acknowledged that they thought they understood 
the role of a teacher, but soon realized how naively limited their view- 
points were. Overall the FES indicated that the field experience and 
correlated campus instruction provided a realistic opportunity for them 
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to learn about the profession of teaching as it exists in a school setting. 
Particularly noteworthy were the comments which attested to the FES personal 
discoveries about themselves and their preconceptions and stereotypes. 
Further evidence of self-discovered weaknesses and misconceptions about the 
role of teachers and the impact these experiences in schools has on the 
training of the prospective teachers can not be better stated than in the 
words of the FES who offered these comments: 

"Prior to my experience this quarter, I felt teaching was an 8:00 
to 3-00 job with summers off and teaching students from a pre-set 
plan. I never thought that .it. took so much planning and involve- 
ment. What a false stereotype I was under!" 

I have come to realize that it takes a great amount of skill 
to be a good teacher, especially the skills of commum cation. 
A teacher must be able to communicate and get along with his/her 
students in order to be effective ... (and) having patience and 
a high tolerance is very important." 

"I need more experience in order to grow and the chance to change 
the things I did hot like about my teaching style. My (cooperating) 
teacher helped me to look realistically at what I was doing. 

I am more motivated now (about becoming a teacher) than before 
taking this course. I realize that the possibilities for innovation 
and diversity in teaching are limitless. Facing the challenge of 
stimulating interest in my subject is challenging. My message to 
the students is that there is. life beyond the 'Dukes of Hazard. 

Conclusions and Implications 

From the investigation a number of conclusions seem to present them- 
selves.' The first is that from the diverse perspectives of both students 
and teachers early field experiences' in the teacher education curriculum 
seem to be beneficial. For the teacher in the field there is an opportunity 
to have his/her classroom work fortified by the addition of a trained assistant. 
For the perspective teacher there is the opportunity to find out first hand 
what teaching is about in order to make a decision about one^s teaching 
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future. That is not to say that there are no limitations to the field 
experience. There are several problem areas which must be overcome in 
order for the field placement to be successful in the eyes of students 
and teachers: 

1) Students and teachers need to structure specific time to 
consider how the student will be involved in the classroom. 

2) Students need university expectations for the field experience 
to be very clearly identified. 

3) Students need to be encouraged to initiate activities in the 
field (such as visits to a variety of classrooms, self- 
instruction in audio-visual use, engagement in classroom 
tasks) rather than waiting for assignments. 

The Ohio University program has, as shown in this examination, over- 
come these problems. Given that this particular field experience arrange- 
ment was evaluated in its second year of impl imentation the results are 
especially encouraging. This would seem to indicate that the close 
partnership developed between university and school faculty works to 
overcome problems found in other field experience programs. Thus, the 
lack of any significant problem areas being identified by either students 
or teachers. 

Further, the close partnership, when it was extended to include FES 
as well, worked to enhance the usefulness of FES to the CT. While there 
do appear to be several instances in which FES and CT perceived problems 
are not in harmony with one another (Table 4), these did not seem to 
hinder student success (Table 5). However, this disparity does suggest 
several ways in which students may be better prepared to enter the field. 
Several ofVhese have been mentioned above and, while not detrimental in 
this study, clearly need constant monitoring to ensure the program's 
success. 
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What implications can be drawn from this study? First, it seems 
clear that more research is needed as to the ways various participants 
see and benefit from -he placement of pre-service teachers in the field. 
Almost overlooked to this point is the effect university students have 
on the public school students with which they interact (Wood, et. al . , 
1983). Suth research should address variables dealing with student 
maturation, the placement patterns in schools (see Johnson, et. al . , 
1982. for such a study), student preparation, and length of .experience . 
Given the current fiscal health of many teacher preparation institutions 
the temptation may- be great to cut back on support for a 'frill' like 
field work. The broader the data base in support of such programs the 
less likely is their fiscal demise. 
Several additional implications: 

1) Teacher preparation programs should work to include or 
expand the field component of their program prior to 
student teaching. From all perspectives this element 

of teacher preparation is both beneficial and educative. 

2) In obtaining field placements for students, university 
faculty and staff should demonstrate a clear awareness 
of potential problem areas. In so doing they can fre- 
quently prevent problems before they occur. 

3) Enticements for teachers to take students into their 
classroom should encompass more than the monetary. 
While such rewards are often limited the justified 
expectation of useful classroom assistance should be 
raised in order to help secure field placements. ^ 

Perhaps an informal barter system, a tool often used 
during periods of economic uncertainty, could be 
instated. In exchange for placements schools could 
be offered services (video-taping, loans of science 
equipment, etc.) or faculty time (for in-services, 
consulting, workshops and the like). ., 

4) Faculty should.be assigned, as part of their load, time 
for direct field observation. If the communication with 
all pieties necessary for. successful field work .is to occur 
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it must be initiated by university faculty on site. 

5) Given the increasingly limited budgets many small 
school systems face they may prove to offer ideal 
settings for field experiences. While these 
locations are often overlooked, half of the data 
collected in this study was from small rural 

school districts. These data indicated student i 
and teacher satisfaction maintained its high 
level in both settings. 

While a number of these implications and conclusions may seem common 
sense to many teacher educators we believe they are worth restating with 
a data base behind them. As many institutions either introduce or expand 
their field experience components there is always the possibility that the 
"obvious" may be overlooked. This initial foray only begins the research 
needed to expand the evidence supportive of field experiences while 
strengthening their potential outcomes through approved implimentation. 
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Table 1 



Comparison of State of Ohio and Ohio University Cooperating Teachers' 
Perceptions of Problems: Rankings 



Problem Statements 


state of Ohio ' 
;ooperating Teacher 
(n=172) 
Rank 


Dhio University-Secondary 
bcpoo 1 LrOoperaLing leduntir 
(n=26) 
Rank 


I do not know what the college 
or university wants as the goals 
and objectives of my FES's field 
experiences. 


1 


8 


My FES is often absent and/or 
frequently tardy. 


2 


13 


My FES cannot operate audio- 
visual equipment. 


3 


2 ' 


Mv FES never asks any questions. 


4 


11 


My FES has difficulty conducting 
lessons. 


5 


5 


My FES cannot give clear and 
precise directions. 


6 


7 


I never have enough time to sit 
down and work with iny FES 


7 


1 ' 


My FES is unable to deal with 
classroom activities or situations 


8 


6 


which are unexpected. 




\ 


The college/university seems to 
have no idea what the FES has 
done or ought to do. 


9 


10 


My FES 'appears to have no 
interest in getting to know^ 
other teachers in the building. 


10 


3 


My FES rarely prepares before 
he/she comes to my classroom 
to teach. 


11 


4 


riy r to QOcb ilU L UcilaVt: . ui a 

professional manner when 
interacting with students. 


12 


. 12 


The college/university provided 
no assistance for me in working 
w1th^ my FES. 


13 


9 









Table 2 



Comparison of State of Ohio and Ohio University Cooperating Teachers' 
Perceptions of Problems-Tests of Significance 



Problem 
1 


O La Lc 

(n 

nedn 


nf Ohio 

-172^) 

S D 


Ohio University 
(n=i>6) ■ 
Mean S.D._ 


t 


o • 1 ^ / 


1 .322 


1.962 


0.824 


6.289* 


o 

L 


0 . 1 wl 1 


1 .200 


1.385 


0.898 


8.573* 


Q 
0 


9 7m 


0.882 


2.808 


0.567 


-0.705 


A 

H- 




1 .053 


1.692 


0.788 


5.208* 


b 




1.253 


2.077 


0.935 


° 2.277* 


c 
0 




0.914 


2.038 


0.871 


2.686* 


7 
/ 


C . HO J 


0.994 


2.962 


1.341 


-1.814 


O 
O 


9 ZIIQ 


0.930 


2. 038 


0.824 


2.165* 


9 


2.389 


0.982 


1.808 


0.749 


3.479* 


10 


2.337 


1.061 


2.423 


1.027 


—U . 0 


11 


2.337 


1.166 


2.077 


0.796 


1.444 


12 


2.308 


0.840 


1.500 


0.583 


6.168* 


13 


2.302 


1.082 


1.962 


0.916 


1.717* 



*Significant at less than the 0.05 level 
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Table 3 

Significance of Cooperating Teacher Perceptions of Problems 
With Field Experience Students 
(n=26) 



Problem Statement 



I do not know. what the college or 
university wants as the goals and 
objectives of my FES's field 
experience. 

My FES is often absent and/or 
frequently tardy. 

My FES cannot operate audio- 
visual equipment. 

My FES never asks any questions . 

My FES has difficulty conducting 
lessons . 

My FES cannot give clear and 
precise directions . 

I never have enough time, to sit 
down and work with my FES 

My FES is unable to deal with class- 
room activities or situations which 
are unexpected. 

The college/university seems to have 
no idea what the FES has done or 
ought to do. 

My FES appears to have no interest 
in getting to know other teachers 
in the building. 

My FES rarely prepares before 
he/she comes to my classroom 
to teach. 

My FES does not behave in a 
professional manner when inter- 
acting with students. 

The college/university provided 
no assistance for me in working 
with my FES. 



CT Response 
(Means) 



♦Significant at less than the 0.05 level 



1.962 



1.385 
2.808 

1.692 
2.077 

2.039 

2.962 

2.039 



1.808 



\ 



2.423 



2.077 



1.500 



i:962 



-6.41* 



-9.18* 
-1.73* 

-8.44* 
-5.04* 

-5.43* 

-0.15 

-5.94* 

-8.11:* 

-2.87*. 

-5.92* 

■13.16* 

-5.77* 
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TaWe 4 

Comparison of Cooperating Teacher and Field 



Experience Student Problems 



ERIC 



^ 

Problem Statements 


oooeratinq Teachers T 
Rank Mean 


•iPlH Experience Students 
in=b/) 
Rank Mean 


I never naVc ciiuumii i-inic 

sit down and work with my FES 


1 


2.962 


7 


1.821 


My FES cannot operate^audio- 
visual equipment. 


2 


2.808 


2 


2.194 


My FES appears to have no 
interest in getting to know 
other teachers in the build- 


3 


2.423 


4 


1.940 


ing. 










My FES rarely prepares before 
he/she comes to my classroom 
to teach. 


4 


2.077 


6 


1.851 


Rv FES has difficulty ■ • , 
rnnductina lessons. 


5 


2.077 


10 


1.522 


My FES is unable to deal^ ^ 
with classroom activities 
or situations which are 
unexpected. 


6 

- 


2.038 


9 


1.642 


My FES cannot qive clear 
and precise directions. 


7 


2.038 


8 


1.702 


I do not know what the 
colleae or university 
wants as the qoals and 
ob.iectives of my FES' s 
field experiences. . 


8 


1.962 


5 


2.194 


The college/university 
provided no assistance 
for me in working with 
my FES 


9 


1.962 


1 


2.239 - 


The colleqe/universi ty seems 
to have no idea what the FES 
has done or ought tc do. 


1 n 


1 .808 


3 


2.075 


My FES never asks a^ny questio 


ns 11 


1.692 


12 


1.403 


My FES does not behave in a 
professional manner when inte 
acting with students. 


12 

r- 


1.500 


11 


1.478 


Mv FES is often absent and/or 
frequently tardy. 


13 

1 


1.385 


13 


.1.269 


i *Significant at less than the 0.05 level 


9 





Table 5 

C T Perceptions of F.E.S. Usefulness in the Field 
(All percentages given in Adjusted Frequency; 



Rating 
Item 



1 

Strongly 
Disagree 



~1 

3i sagree 



Undecided 



IT 
Agree 



~"5 

Strongly 
Agree 



Mean 



Median 



S.D. 



My FES provided posi- 
tive assistance with 
my classroom paper 
work. 

My FES provided 
effective one-on-one 
tutoring for those 
students who needed 
it. 

My FES helped moti- 
vate some of my 
students. 

My FES made -it 
possible for me to 
do more with small 
groups. , 

My FES made it 
possible for me to 
individual ize. 

My FES made it 
possible for me to 
frequently spend 
more time with 
children who have 
special needs. 

My FES was more 
bother than he/she 
was worth. 

My FES, in general , 
was a positive in- 
fluence on my class- 
room. 

My FES, in general , 
was a' positive in- 
fluence on my per- 
formance as a class- 
room teacher. 



3.3% 



3.6% 



3.2% 



3.6% 



72.6% 



0% 



3.6% 



3.2% 



1.1 



3.4% 



22.1 



0% 



1.6% 



32.8% 



5.5% 



14.0% 



1.6% 



5.5% 



6.9% 



4.8% 



10.0% 



11.9% 



29.1% 



35.1% 



40.3% 



41.8% 



43.1% 



43.3% 



62.3% 



4.508 



4.697 



,829 



54.2% 



58.2% 



4.345 



4.641 



,004 



43.9% 



51.6% 



4.140 4.325 



4.339 



4.531 



47.3% 



43.1% 



4.273 



4.190 



0% 1.323 



46.7% 



33.9% 



4.367 



4.220 



0.972 



,922 



4.435 



4.340 



0.932 



0.963 



1.189 



4.423 



0.566 



0.663 



4.203 



0.645 
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Table 6 

Rankings of Field Experience, Factors 
(N = 57) 



Rank 
1 

2 



4 ' 

5 

6 



Mean Factor . . . — - 

4.64 3 - Professionalism 

4.63 4 - Attitudes and skills 

4.58 5 - Enthusiasm for teaching 

4.57 2 - Understand the partnership of teaching 

4.33 1 - Preparation for the field experience • 

4.49 6 - Planning and organization 
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Table 7 

Comparison of Field Experience -Students Self-Assessment 
comparison pg^^g^^ed Values of Training 

(N = 57) ^ 



Factors 



"SeVf-Assessment ' Valuo 
(Means) (Means), 



1. Preparation for field 3.79 

experience 

2. Understand the partnership 4.48 

of teaching 



3. Professionalism 

4. Attitudes and skills ^-^S 

5. Enthusiasm for teaching 4.23 

6. Planning and organization 3.85 



4.53 • 8.62* 
4.57* ' ., 0.54 



4.54 4.64 2.22 

4.63 , 1.00 
4.58 3.60 

4.49 23.18* 



★Significant at less than the 0.05 level 



